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S. 1884 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) and the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1884, a bill to provide 
States with incentives to require ele-
mentary schools and secondary schools 
to maintain, and permit school per-
sonnel to administer, epinephrine at 
schools. 

S. 1945 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1945, a bill to permit the televising of 
Supreme Court proceedings. 

S. 1956 

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. JOHANNS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1956, a bill to prohibit opera-
tors of civil aircraft of the United 
States from participating in the Euro-
pean Union’s emissions trading 
scheme, and for other purposes. 

S. 2046 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2046, a bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to modify the re-
quirements of the visa waiver program 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2121 

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2121, a bill to modify the De-
partment of Defense Program Guidance 
relating to the award of Post-Deploy-
ment/Mobilization Respite Absence ad-
ministrative absence days to members 
of the reserve components to exempt 
any member whose qualified mobiliza-
tion commenced before October 1, 2011, 
and continued on or after that date, 
from the changes to the program guid-
ance that took effect on that date. 

S. 2122 

At the request of Mr. PAUL, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN), the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) and the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2122, a bill to 
clarify the definition of navigable 
waters, and for other purposes. 

S.J. RES. 19 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.J. 
Res. 19, a joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States authorizing Congress to 
prohibit the physical desecration of the 
flag of the United States. 

S. RES. 310 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 310, a resolution des-
ignating 2012 as the ‘‘Year of the Girl’’ 
and Congratulating Girl Scouts of the 
USA on its 100th anniversary. 

S. RES. 380 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. MORAN), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator from Il-
linois (Mr. KIRK) and the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 380, a 
resolution to express the sense of the 
Senate regarding the importance of 
preventing the Government of Iran 
from acquiring nuclear weapons capa-
bility. 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 380, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1537 

At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1537 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1813, a bill 
to reauthorize Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1542 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 1542 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1813, a bill 
to reauthorize Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1549 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1549 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1813, a bill to reauthorize 
Federal-aid highway and highway safe-
ty construction programs, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1599 

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 1599 intended to 
be proposed to S. 1813, a bill to reau-
thorize Federal-aid highway and high-
way safety construction programs, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1606 

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 1606 intended to 
be proposed to S. 1813, a bill to reau-
thorize Federal-aid highway and high-
way safety construction programs, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1648 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 1648 intended to be 
proposed to S. 1813, a bill to reauthor-
ize Federal-aid highway and highway 
safety construction programs, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1661 

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) and the Senator from 

Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 1661 
intended to be proposed to S. 1813, a 
bill to reauthorize Federal-aid highway 
and highway safety construction pro-
grams, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1736 

At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1736 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1813, a bill to reauthorize 
Federal-aid highway and highway safe-
ty construction programs, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1737 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of Wis-
consin, his name was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1737 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1813, a bill 
to reauthorize Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs, 
and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. MCCAIN) and the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. PAUL) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 1737 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1813, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1738 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of Wis-
consin, his name was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1738 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1813, a bill 
to reauthorize Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs, 
and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1738 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1813, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1739 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) and the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. BENNET) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 1739 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1813, a bill 
to reauthorize Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1740 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 1740 intended to 
be proposed to S. 1813, a bill to reau-
thorize Federal-aid highway and high-
way safety construction programs, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1748 

At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 1748 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1813, a bill 
to reauthorize Federal-aid highway and 
highway safety construction programs, 
and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself and 
Mr. NELSON of Florida): 
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S. 2138. A bill to establish a pilot pro-

gram to evaluate the cost-effectiveness 
and project delivery efficiency of non- 
Federal sponsors as the lead project de-
livery team for authorized civil works 
flood control and navigation construc-
tion projects of the Corps of Engineers; 
to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I come 
to the Senate floor to talk about im-
portant and bipartisan legislation that 
I am introducing today, along with 
Senator BILL NELSON of Florida. It is 
about the Corps of Engineers, and it is 
intended, and will once passed, to make 
a real impact in terms of lessening the 
delays, the bureaucracy, and the hur-
dles all of us must go through in terms 
of seeing important Corps of Engineers 
projects through to fruition. It is 
called the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers Flood Control and Navigation 
Project Pilot Program. 

Let us get right to the heart of the 
matter. The U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers is a broken bureaucracy. In sev-
eral significant respects, it is simply a 
badly broken bureaucracy. Let me say 
upfront that there are many smart, 
qualified people who work there. They 
are dedicated. They work long, hard 
hours in so many cases, and I applaud 
their efforts. But the overall structure 
and the overall bureaucracy within 
which we all must work to get impor-
tant Corps of Engineers work done is 
simply broken. 

It takes, on average, about 6 years— 
6 years—for the Corps not to do a 
project but to perform a preliminary 
study that might lead to an important 
flood control or navigation project. 
Then, when we actually talk about the 
engineering work, the construction 
work, it takes at least 20 years, on av-
erage, to accomplish any meaningful 
project. That is simply too long. 

There are many reasons for this, and 
let me say at the outset that not all 
those are the Corps of Engineers’ fault. 
We in Congress, the public, the country 
put so many demands and burdens on 
them that they are simply swamped. 
They have a backlog that, to some ex-
tent, is unavoidable, and that backlog 
for active projects—not projects being 
studied or considered but the backlog 
for active approved projects—is cur-
rently $59.6 billion. But even consid-
ering that—even considering that ava-
lanche of demands and that backlog— 
the Corps of Engineers’ bureaucracy is 
broken, and it adds to those problems 
and magnifies them enormously by ex-
tending the time and the cost of any 
given project. 

Of course, when projects get extended 
in time and are delayed, when costs 
grow over time. Then the initial prob-
lem—the backlog, that initial ava-
lanche of demands—explodes and is 
multiplied tenfold. This is the situa-
tion Senator NELSON and I are trying 
to address in a focused, proactive, posi-
tive way. 

Our bill would do one thing to ad-
dress this. It would establish a pilot 

program whereby the Corps of Engi-
neers selects certain significant flood 
control and/or navigation projects and 
moves project management authority, 
responsibility for those projects, from 
the Corps of Engineers down to the 
State and/or local sponsors. What do I 
mean by that? Every project we are 
talking about, every Corps project, 
whether it is a flood control project or 
a navigation project, the Corps of Engi-
neers doesn’t do it alone. They have 
partners. On the governmental side, 
they specifically have State and/or 
local partners who almost always pay a 
significant cost share of the project— 
usually about 35 percent. So those enti-
ties are already involved in a very 
meaningful way in these projects. 

Our pilot program would tell the 
Corps to take certain select projects 
which have been delayed, which are sit-
ting on the shelf, with costs and 
timelines growing, and move the 
project manager responsibility out of 
the Corps of Engineers down to the 
State and local sponsors. The States 
and localities are the folks on the 
ground who have even more of a vested 
interest and a need to actually get this 
work done. They have the desire to cut 
through delays and the bureaucracy to 
get it done in a more aggressive way. 
So I am absolutely convinced, if we can 
move this responsibility in a careful, 
thoughtful way down to the State and 
local sponsors, in virtually all cases 
that will cut delays, that will cut time-
frames, and in doing so it will signifi-
cantly cut costs. 

Again, this is not a radical idea. For 
one thing, these State and local enti-
ties I am talking about are already in-
timately involved in these projects. 
They already have significant capacity 
to be proactively involved in these 
projects and they already have a stake 
in the game—in most cases paying 35 
percent of the project cost. 

Secondly, the actual design, engi-
neering and construction work is not 
done by any of these entities anyway. 
In almost all cases, the huge majority, 
or 100 percent, of that work—design, 
engineering, construction—is done by 
private business hired by the Corps, 
hired by the State and locals to get 
this done. That will remain the same. 
So the professionals doing the design, 
engineering, and construction work 
will remain the same. That is not 
changing at all. 

Third, the reason this idea is not a 
radical concept but is actually a prov-
en model is that what I am describing 
is more or less exactly what we do for 
Federal highway projects. It just so 
happens we are debating a highway bill 
on the Senate floor, and that is a use-
ful model to look to in this context. 
When we do highway projects, we have 
a Federal Highway Administration and 
we have significant Federal funds that 
go to these highway projects, but the 
Federal agency—in that case the Fed-
eral Highway Administration—is not 
the lead project manager, is not inti-
mately involved day to day, week to 

week, and year to year in moving those 
projects along. Quite to the contrary, 
they are shipped and the dollars are 
shipped to the States and locals. In the 
huge majority of cases, the States and/ 
or locals are the lead project manager 
entity taking control and leading the 
way. 

So that is a proven model. That 
model works better compared to the 
way the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
works; that is, broad brush, exactly the 
model we are adopting. It will save 
time, and in doing so it will save sig-
nificant money. 

To ensure the Corps does not feel 
threatened by this, built into the bill, 
Senator NELSON and I have identified 
an offset. So even though these 
projects that will be included in the 
pilot program have money that has 
been allocated for them, we have an 
offset so that amount of money can be 
spent on those projects without dimin-
ishing what will remain as the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers’ budget. 

In fact, the Corps itself faces a win- 
win with this situation. They will get 
rid of some of their responsibility and 
some of their work, but there will not 
be any Federal U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers money that will leave them 
alone with that responsibility and with 
that work. Quite honestly, the Corps 
welcomes this, particularly in light of 
their backlog and particularly in light 
of the avalanche of demands that are 
placed on them. 

For all these reasons, I hope all our 
colleagues in the Senate, Democrats 
and Republicans, will look carefully at 
this legislation and join Senator BILL 
NELSON of Florida and myself. This is 
something that needs to be done, be-
cause as I said at the beginning, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, unfortu-
nately, is a badly broken bureaucracy 
in many respects. It needs to be fixed. 
We need to respond to these flood con-
trol and navigation needs on a real- 
time basis, not with 20, 30 years’ delay. 
We can’t continue to compete in a 
global economy with this sort of delay 
for vital navigation or vital flood con-
trol projects. We need to cut through 
the bureaucracy and do a lot more with 
less. This legislation will help us get 
there. 

I invite, and Senator BILL NELSON in-
vites, all of our colleagues, Democrats 
and Republicans, to look at this legis-
lation. We invite all of our colleagues 
to join us in this very important re-
form of the Corps of Engineers. 

In closing, let me also say that inde-
pendent of this legislation, I am also 
pursuing a GAO audit of the Corps. I 
have already requested that in writing 
and have received assurances that 
audit will happen. I think that will be 
an additional and very helpful and nec-
essary tool for us to see how the Corps 
does or doesn’t effectively do its busi-
ness and to make other needed reforms 
in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ 
bureaucracy. 

I look forward to pursuing that audit, 
getting the results of that, and seeing 
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where that leads in terms of other nec-
essary Corps reforms in the near fu-
ture. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, and Mr. HAR-
KIN): 

S. 2141. A bill to amend the Packers 
and Stockyards Act, 1921, to make it 
unlawful for a packer to own, feed, or 
control livestock intended for slaugh-
ter; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation de-
signed to help family farmers across 
this nation have a more level playing 
field when it comes to livestock mar-
kets. The bill would prohibit meat 
packers from owning livestock. The 
ownership of livestock by packers com-
promises the marketplace and hinders 
the ability of the farmer to receive a 
fair price. It is simple, as one meat- 
packing executive once told me, pack-
ers own livestock so that when prices 
are high, they slaughter their own live-
stock. When prices are low, they buy 
from farmers. 

I would love to say opportunities for 
independent producers have gotten bet-
ter since the last time we debated this 
bill during the 2008 Farm Bill. But that 
simply isn’t the case. We are to the 
point where most farmers have to de-
liver their livestock to one of a few 
very large packers. Farmers’ bar-
gaining power is diminished by the 
sheer size and economic position of the 
packers. But beyond that, farmers have 
to compete with the livestock owned 
by the packing plant itself. The packer 
ban would make sure the forces of the 
marketplace work for the benefit of 
the farmer as much as it does for the 
slaughterhouse. 

I am sure there will be folks in the 
packing industry that point out that 
farmers are doing okay right now, and 
that’s great that farmers are experi-
encing a good period. I am pleased any-
time the hard work of livestock farm-
ers results in a good price. But I don’t 
want my colleagues here in the Senate 
to be lulled to sleep and think just be-
cause prices are good right now means 
we don’t have competition issues in the 
livestock industry that need to be ad-
dressed. This is about ensuring farmers 
are able to get fair prices for years to 
come. We need to work today, and im-
plement this reform, to ensure the next 
generation of independent farmers has 
an opportunity to raise livestock and 
receive fair prices as a result of their 
hard work. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2141 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PROHIBITION ON PACKERS OWNING, 
FEEDING, OR CONTROLLING LIVE-
STOCK. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 202 of the Pack-
ers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 192), is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g) 
as subsections (g) and (h), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) Own or feed livestock directly, through 
a subsidiary, or through an arrangement 
that gives the packer operational, manage-
rial, or supervisory control over the live-
stock, or over the farming operation that 
produces the livestock, to such an extent 
that the producer is no longer materially 
participating in the management of the op-
eration with respect to the production of the 
livestock, except that this subsection shall 
not apply to— 

‘‘(1) an arrangement entered into within 7 
days (excluding any Saturday or Sunday) be-
fore slaughter of the livestock by a packer, a 
person acting through the packer, or a per-
son that directly or indirectly controls, or is 
controlled by or under common control with, 
the packer; 

‘‘(2) a cooperative or entity owned by a co-
operative, if a majority of the ownership in-
terest in the cooperative is held by active co-
operative members that— 

‘‘(A) own, feed, or control livestock; and 
‘‘(B) provide the livestock to the coopera-

tive for slaughter; 
‘‘(3) a packer that is not required to report 

to the Secretary on each reporting day (as 
defined in section 212 of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1635a)) infor-
mation on the price and quantity of live-
stock purchased by the packer; or 

‘‘(4) a packer that owns 1 livestock proc-
essing plant; or’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the amendments made by subsection (a) take 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) TRANSITION RULES.—In the case of a 
packer that on the date of enactment of this 
Act owns, feeds, or controls livestock in-
tended for slaughter in violation of section 
202(f) of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (as amended by subsection (a)), the 
amendments made by subsection (a) apply to 
the packer— 

(A) in the case of a packer of swine, begin-
ning on the date that is 18 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act; and 

(B) in the case of a packer of any other 
type of livestock, beginning as soon as prac-
ticable, but not later than 180 days, after the 
date of enactment of this Act, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 382—DESIG-
NATING MARCH 2, 2012, AS ‘‘READ 
ACROSS AMERICA DAY’’ 

Mr. REED of Rhode Island (for him-
self and Ms. COLLINS) submitted the 
following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 382 

Whereas reading is a basic requirement for 
quality education and professional success, 
and is a source of pleasure throughout life; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
must be able to read if the United States is 
to remain competitive in the global econ-
omy; 

Whereas Congress has placed great empha-
sis on reading intervention and on providing 
additional resources for reading assistance, 

including through the programs authorized 
by the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) and 
through annual appropriations for library 
and literacy programs; and 

Whereas more than 50 national organiza-
tions concerned about reading and education 
have joined with the National Education As-
sociation to designate March 2, the anniver-
sary of the birth of Theodor Geisel (also 
known as Dr. Seuss), as a day to celebrate 
reading: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates March 2, 2012, as ‘‘Read 

Across America Day’’; 
(2) honors Theodor Geisel, also known as 

Dr. Seuss, for his success in encouraging 
children to discover the joy of reading; 

(3) honors the 15th anniversary of ‘‘Read 
Across America Day’’; 

(4) encourages parents to read with their 
children for at least 30 minutes on ‘‘Read 
Across America Day’’ in honor of the com-
mitment of the Senate to building a country 
of readers; and 

(5) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe ‘‘Read Across America 
Day’’ with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 383—DESIG-
NATING FEBRUARY 29, 2012, AS 
‘‘RARE DISEASE DAY’’ 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself and 

Mr. BARRASSO) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 383 
Whereas rare diseases and disorders are 

those diseases and disorders that affect a 
small patient population, which in the 
United States is typically a population of 
fewer than 200,000 people; 

Whereas, as of the date of approval of this 
resolution, nearly 7,000 rare diseases affect 
30,000,000 people and their families in the 
United States; 

Whereas children with rare genetic dis-
eases account for more than half of the popu-
lation affected by rare diseases in the United 
States; 

Whereas many rare diseases are life- 
threatening and lack an effective treatment; 

Whereas rare diseases and disorders in-
clude epidermolysis bullosa, progeria, sickle 
cell anemia, Tay-Sachs disease, cystic fibro-
sis, many childhood cancers, and 
fibrodysplasia ossificans progressiva; 

Whereas people with a rare disease experi-
ence challenges that include difficulty in ob-
taining an accurate diagnosis, limited treat-
ment options, and difficulty finding a physi-
cian or treatment center with expertise in 
the disease; 

Whereas great strides have been made in 
research and treatment for rare diseases as a 
result of the Orphan Drug Act (21 U.S.C. 
360aa et seq.); 

Whereas both the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration and the National Institutes of Health 
have established special offices to advocate 
for rare disease research and treatments; 

Whereas the National Organization for 
Rare Disorders, an organization established 
in 1983 to provide services to, and advocate 
on behalf of, patients with rare diseases, was 
a primary force behind the enactment of the 
Orphan Drug Act and remains a critical pub-
lic voice for people with rare diseases; 

Whereas the National Organization for 
Rare Disorders sponsors Rare Disease Day in 
the United States to increase public aware-
ness of rare diseases; 

Whereas Rare Disease Day has become a 
global event that occurs annually on the last 
day of February; 
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